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REMARKS 

Claims 2-4, 18, and 22 are currently pending. Claims 1, 5-17, 19-21, and 23- 
25 have been canceled. Claims 2, 4, and 18 have been amended to clarify them. 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the application in response to the 
final Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 2,4, 5, 10, 12, 13, 15-18, 20, and 21 have been rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being allegedly anticipated by Hamada et al. (US 5,270,767). To 
clarify the distinctions over the cited references, claim 18 has been amended and 
recites, among other elements: 

Claim 18. A camera comprising: 

a movable mirror which is movably provided between a first 
position in an optical path of the optical flux introduced by the 
taking lens for reflecting the optical flux and a second position 
retracted from the optical path; 

optical path forming members including a plurality of mirrors 
and a semitransparent member for forming a first optical path for 
introducing the optical flux reflected by the movable mirror 
toward the optical viewfinder and a second optical path for 
introducing the optical flux reflected by the movable mirror 
toward the second photo-taking portion.... 

Support for the change can be found in FIGS. 152, 209, 211-213, and 216, and the 
text related thereto, for example. 

The presently claimed subject matter includes a movable mirror for reflecting 
an optical flux and optical path forming members for introducing the optical flux 
toward the optical viewfinder and toward the second photo-taking portion. The 
optical path forming members include a plurality of mirrors in combination with a 
semitransparent member. Compared to the pentaprism of the Hamada et al. system, 
the optical path forming members of the presently claimed invention provide 
enhanced flexibility in arranging the optical paths towards the optical viewfinder and 
second photo-taking portion. For instance, the optical paths can be translated in the 
up/down direction (e.g., FIGS. 152, 212, and 213), in the left/right direction (e.g., 
FIGS. 209, and 21 1), and can be deflected sideways (e.g., FIG. 216). In marked 
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contrast, the Hamada et al. patent discloses a camera including a fixed mirror. A 
light beam reflected by the fixed mirror is directed to a pentaprism, and part of the 
light beam is branched off by the pentaprism so as to be directed to a shake 
detection sensor 44. The optical paths toward the eyepiece 39 and shake detection 
sensor 44 are limited by the shape of the pentaprism. As such, the Hamada et al. 
patent fails to disclose "a movable mirror which is movably provided between a first 
position in an optical path of the optical flux... and a second position retracted from 
the optical path" and "optical path forming members including a plurality of mirrors 
and a semitransparent member for forming a first optical path... toward the optical 
viewfinder and a second optical path... toward the second photo-taking portion" as 
recited in claim 18. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 18 is not 
anticipated by Hamada et al., and claim 18 is allowable. Claims 2 and 4 depend 
from claim 18, rendering them also patentable for at least the same reasons. 

Claim Rejections - 35 l/.S.C. §1 03(a) 

Claims 3 and 1 1 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
allegedly unpatentable over Hamada et al. in view of Okada (US 5,515,104) and 
purportedly acknowledged prior art based on the Official Notice of the previous 
Office Action. 

The Okada patent is silent as to "a movable mirror which is movably provided 
between a first position in an optical path of the optical flux... and a second position 
retracted from the optical path" as recited in claim 18. Nor does it disclose an optical 
viewfinder. Thus, it cannot be interpreted to disclose "optical path forming members 
including a plurality of mirrors and a semitransparent member for forming a first 
optical path... toward the optical viewfinder and a second optical path... toward the 
second photo-taking portion" recited in claim 18. The Official Notice has been taken 
to address white balance adjusters. As such, the Okada patent and the Official 
Notice do not cure the deficiencies of Hamada et al. in failing to teach the recitations 
of claim 18. Claim 3 depends from claim 18. As such, Applicants respectfully submit 
that a prima facie case of obviousness has been established, and claim 3 is 
patentable. 
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Claims 22-25 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being allegedly 
unpatentable over the references as applied to claims 1 8-21 , further in view of 
Yomogizawa et al. (US 5,172,151). 

The Yomogizawa et al. patent is silent as to an optical viewfinder and a 
movable mirror. Thus, as in the case of the Okada patent, the Yomogizawa et al. 
patent does not cure the deficiencies of Hamada et al. in failing to teach the device 
that claim 18 is directed to. Claim 22 depends from claim 18. As such, Applicants 
respectfully submit that a prima facie case of obviousness has been established, and 
claim 22 is patentable. 

Claims 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17-25 have been rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over Ishii et al. (US 4,742,369) in 
view of Yomogizawa et al. (US 5,172,151) and Hamada et al. (US 5,270,767). 

The Ishii et al. patent discloses a camera having a pentaprism. As such, the 
Ishii et al. patent fails to teach "optical path forming members including a plurality of 
mirrors and a semitransparent members for forming a first optical path for introducing 
the optical flux reflected by the movable mirror toward the optical viewfinder and a 
second optical path for introducing the optical flux reflected by the movable mirror 
toward the second photo-taking portion" as recited in claim 18. Also, as discussed 
above, the Yomogizawa et al. and Hamada et al. patents fail to teach the recitation 
of claim 18. There is no teaching in any reference that would motivate a skilled 
artisan to combine the teachings of any one or more of the cited references to arrive 
at Applicants 1 invention. As such, Applicants respectfully submit that a prima facie 
case of obviousness has been established, and claim 18 is patentable. Claims 2, 4, 
and 22 depend from claim 18, rendering them also patentable for at least the same 
reasons. 

Claims 3 and 1 1 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
allegedly unpatentable over the Ishii and Yomogizawa references, and further in 
view of purportedly acknowledged prior art based on the Official Notice of the 
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previous Office Action. Since claim 3 depends from claim 18, it is submitted to be 
allowable for at least the same reasons as its parent claim. 

In paragraph 8, the Office has relied on the Ishii et al., Yomogizawa et al., and 
Hamada et al. patents in rejecting claim 18. Claim 3 depends from claim 18. 
Accordingly, this rejection is predicated on the erroneous characterization of the 
cited references, which is respectfully traversed, as pointed above. As such, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection of claim 3 lacks foundation and must 
be withdrawn. 



Based on the reasons as set forth above, Applicants respectfully request 
allowance of all pending claims. 

In the event that there are any questions concerning this paper, or the 
application in general, the Examiner is respectfully urged to telephone Applicants 1 
undersigned representative so that prosecution of the application may be expedited. 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted, 



Buchanan Ingersoll pc 
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